competence and my limited perspective as a Norwegian reader and critic trained in, and thus affiliated with and limited to, the Western literary tradition. Yet for that very reason I am intrigued by Ghosh's use of the concept. As Miller notes in his response, 'the word hunger is surely, at least obscurely, a personification, as is "impregnated". A given poem or novel has a life of its own. … "What is sahitya hungry for?" Its hunger is clearly, in any case, an outward orientation that Ghosh names "desire, motivation, and dynamicity"' (Gosh and Miller 2016: 232-33) . Highlighting the author's responsibility towards the other, this outward orientation is possessed of a strong ethical element. Importantly, 'the other' here includes the reader, whose experience in the act of reading also prompts an outward orientation that is distinctly ethical; equally significantly, it includes the author. The different ways in which Horak (through her first-person narrative) and Sebald (via his two fictional narrators and protagonists) reach out for the other reveal, as I will suggest, elements of hunger.
Second, engaging in the critical act of comparing texts written in different languages at widely divergent periods of time, Ghosh and Miller forcibly remind me that literature is an inordinately rich resource when it comes to the challenge of communicating individual experiences, and particularly ethical questions associated with them and prompted by them, across different cultures and continents. There is a sense in which all literature is comparative literatureand this point applies not just to how literature is presented temporally and situated spatially but also, as Ghosh and Miller show, to matters language and culture. As Ghosh puts it, 'A critical negotiation between the self and the other, the native and the foreign, the insider and the outsider, is what forms culture' (Ghosh and Miller 2016: 214) .
Inspired by this kind of comparative critical endeavour, I will discuss two narratives written or told on two different continents (Australia and Europe); and I want to accentuate the comparative aspect by adding a non-fictional or non-literary text (Olga Horak's story) to Sebald's novel. Yet both texts are narrative texts, and ethical issues are pressing for Horak as well as Sebald.
My use of the verb 'discuss' takes me to the third feature of Reading Literature across Continents that I find inspiring. Although the wide range of issues considered by Ghosh and Miller makes it difficult for them to engage in close reading, they both suggest that the value of literature (and of other forms of text) is closely associated with, and in actual fact dependent on, careful reading and rereading; this is the kind of discussion that, it seems to me, they aim to conduct. That this task requires concentration and patience does not make it less important. It is hard to keep one's attention on the text, and it is even harder if by 'text' we mean not just the text itself but also the way in which it is historically and culturally framed.
Yet there are, as their book shows, rich rewards of reading closely. As regards narrative texts, some, though not all, of these rewards are linked to my understanding of hermeneutics as a form of interpretative practice that accentuates the ethics of narratives. As Hanna Meretoja has shown, narratives themselves 'are about interpreting human possibilities and modes of being in the world' (Meretoja 2017: 136; compare Meretoja 2018) ; narratives' forms of interpretation inspire the critic's interpretative efforts by entering into dialogue with his or her reading. In Fiction and Repetition, J. Hillis Miller writes appreciatively of the philological dimension of literary studies (Miller 1982: 21; compare Miller 2013: 13-24) . A branch of philology, literary studies as practised by Ghosh and Miller insists on careful reading; it privileges literary and cultural analysis. Observable in all five parts of Thinking Literature across Continents, the need for close reading seems especially strong in Part V. To put this another way, it becomes particularly pressing for the critic who aims to discuss the ethics of literary texts. One reason is that these ethical issues are inseparable from the author's presentation of them, and through the dynamics of plot formation they tend to assume the shape of questions or tensions rather than fixed positions or answers. The ethics of literature is characterized by openness as well as opacity, and often by a remarkable refusal of hegemonic practices of literary representation. It does not follow that the ethics of a literary text cannot be dubious, or even unacceptable. For me, Jonathan Littell's novel The Kindly Oneson whose first-person narrator, a SS-officer who expresses no regrets for the murders he commits, the reader is totally dependentapproximates to such a text. In my reading of The Kindly Ones, its ethics comes close to being wrong or 'unethical' because I am unable to sufficiently separate the narrator's ethics from that of Littell as implied author (Lothe 2013: 103-18) . In the two narratives under consideration here, however, there is a strong empathy with the outsider, with the poor, and with those unjustly wronged.
Thinking Literature across Continents could perhaps be described as a variant of critique, a genre often seen 'as synonymous with literary and cultural studies, due to a shared emphasis on the values of destabilization and estrangement' (Anker and Felski 2017: 4) . And yet, writing after the 'ethical turn' in literary studies, a turn to which Miller's The Ethics of Reading made a significant contribution, Ghosh and Miller develop reading strategies that, to use Paul Ricoeur's concepts, focus not just on suspicion but also on restoration, strategies that not only seek to denounce but also aim to reconstruct. When Ricoeur uses the oft-cited phrase 'hermeneutics of suspicion' in his book Freud and Philosophy, he links this variant of hermeneutics to a hermeneutics of trust or restoration (Ricoeur 1970: 27, 32) . In The Limits of Critique, Rita Felski argues that in their appropriation of Ricoeur's 'hermeneutics of suspicion' practitioners of critique have tended to overlook, or critically suspend, this second constitutive element of Ricoeur's understanding of hermeneutics (Felski 2014: 1-51) .
Although I dissent from parts of Felski's argument, I agree that as readers and analysts we also need a hermeneutics of trust or restoration, and the variant of narrative hermeneutics adopted in this essay is influenced by Ricoeur.
Interestingly, even though they do not explicitly refer to Ricoeur, both Ghosh and Miller indicate that the need for a measure of trust or restoration becomes particularly apparent for the critic who attempts to come to terms with a text's ethics. This does not mean that as a reader I should not be 'suspicious', if by this word I mean searching for structures of meaning, attitudes, and values in the text under discussion. But this kind of searching and questioning activity needs to be accompanied by an element of trust in the author's motives and purposes as a writer, including his or her ethical responsibility. To the extent that 'suspicious' critics attempt to locate ideology in texts, I agree with Christopher Castiglia that such a critical act may, intentionally or not, remove critics 'from the act of making meaning, thereby absolving them from the responsibility for explicit ethical positions in relation to the time and place they study as well as their own' (Castiglia 2017: 213) . Stressing the ethical aspect of literature and as well as of literary studies, Castiglia's point applies both to Thinking Literature across Continents and to the present essay. His point is important because it identifies a key aspect of critical activity. This aspect is demanding for two linked reasons.
First, I may not be sure what my ethical position is; and even if I think I am I may be unable to state it explicitly by using verbal language. Second, though significant, the ethics of the text I am studying may be difficult to identify. One reason for this kind of challenge is that, as indicated already, fictional narratives tend to present ethical issues as questionsand not least as questions that cannot be easily answered. As we shall see, Sebald's Austerlitz is an illustrative example of this kind of narrative. Yet as I will now attempt to show, the ethical value of a nonfictional narrative such as Olga Horak's is also shaped just asif not moreforcibly by the questions it asks than by the answers it provides.
Olga Horak's narrative -fragments and episodes
The need to narrate can be particularly urgent when narration appears impossible. For Olga Horak, as for all survivors of the Holocaust and other atrocities who try to relate their stories, the need to bear witness to the crimes against humanity that they have experienced is accompanied by the problems associated with doing so: How can a survivor talk or write about events so horrible as to threaten to defy description and render language unusable? How can a Holocaust survivor, who needs to look forward, engage in an act of narration that unavoidably takes her back to the camp? In Remnants of Auschwitz: The Witness and the Archive, Giorgio Agamben notes that
In Latin there are two words for 'witness'. The first word, testis, from which our word 'testimony' derives, etymologically signifies a person who, in a trial or lawsuit between two rival parties, is in the position of a third party … The second word, superstes, designates a person who has lived through something, who has experienced an event from beginning to end and can therefore bear witness to it. (Agamben 2012: 17) Both of these Latin words are applicable to the narratives of Holocaust survivors. Their narratives are examples of superstes because they report events from a period of imprisonment experienced by the survivor herself. Less obviously and yet significantly, they can also be possessed of elements of testis, for a survivor's narrative can also deal with the brutal treatment and killings of other prisoners. In Olga Horak's narrative both of these facets are observable, and in her narrative discourse they are combined in a way that serves to highlight the author's ethical responsibility. Before identifying two key aspects of this responsibility I briefly introduce Time's Witnesses.
The book was prompted by an uncomfortable sense of absence: Of the approximately 300 Jewish women and children who were deported from Norway to Auschwitz in the autumn and winter of 1942-1943, no children and no women survived. Here there is void that can never be filled. However, four Jewish women who survived the Holocaust and who settled in Norway after the war were willing to meet me and tell me their stories. They have thus come forward as time witnesses in the book, as have six Jewish women, including Olga Horak, who were all born in Europe but now live on four different continents. Since the Holocaust occurred in Europe, it comes as no surprise that many survivors wished to leave that part of the world. They spread out over large sections of the globe, and the place from which they tell their story influences their narrative perspective. To this variation in spatial perspective is added a temporal one, resulting from the fact that the women who tell their stories were born between 1921 and 1935 (Lothe 2016) .
Working on Time's Witnesses, I attempted to maintain a balance between the need to give the book a unifying structure and the wish to control and influence the narrative as little as possible. With this as my starting-point, I asked the ten women four questions, which I sent to them before our meeting:
1. Can you describe the circumstances that led up to your arrest? 2. Can you tell me how you experienced your imprisonment? 3. Can you tell a little about your life after the war? 4. When you look back at your time in the prison camp, what do you feel it is particularly important not to forget, and what can we learn from what you and your fellow prisoners were subjected to? (Lothe 2017: 3) Although the narratives would sometimes grind to a halt because of the pressure of the events narrated and the personal losses linked to them, I asked as few additional questions as possible during the interviews. This strategy was in consonance with my role as editor: Since the book has ten authorseach Jewish woman becomes an author, and a witness, by telling her storyit is essential that the stories are presented as first-person narratives that as written text represent, as accurately as possible, the witness's oral narration. The woman's authority as author and witness is further underlined by a full-page black-and-white photograph on the page facing the beginning of the narrative text. On the top of this page, that is the page where the witness's story begins, I give, as editor, a brief introduction to her story; this basic information is complemented by a black-and-white photograph, in smaller format, of the witness as a young woman. The juxtaposition of two photographs in the same visual field accentuates their narrative dimension: while that on the left page shows us the woman at the time of narration, that on the right presents the reader with a visual image of the same woman just before she experienced the Holocaust. The act of looking simultaneously at two photographs of the same woman enhances my ethical responsibility as a reader by also making me a viewer. If I look again at the two photographs after having read the testimony, that effect is furthered strengthened.
Olga Horak's story is introduced thus: How long it took us to reach Auschwitz, I cannot tell you. For once you are confined in a dark place, you lose your sense of timing. The doors were bolted from the outside. Inside it was horrible. We had no food or water. There was just one bucket which served for necessity. I was a young, modest girl. I could not use it. It was a horrible feeling.
When we arrived at Auschwitz, the transport of the human cargo stopped. We did not know where we were. They unbolted the doors, and the guards were shouting and screaming. You know, when they scream Schnell! Schnell! Raus, raus! ('Quickly! Quickly! Out! Out!') I did not know why we had to be schnell. What was the hurry for? There was something sick in their minds. (Time's Witnesses 2017: 121) In this passage, Horak's ethical responsibility as author and narrator manifests itself in two, mutually reinforcing, ways. First, in not just stating but also attempting to explain why she lost her sense of time inside the cattle carriage, she turns what superficially seems a narrative weakness into a narrative strength, thus increasing her narrative credibility while also accentuating the ethics of her narration. As cognitive narrative theory points out, the way in which the brain receives and processes a myriad of impressions is extremely complicated, and external factors (such as this brutal, inhumane kind of transport) may make it more difficult for the brain to compose plots and arrange temporal sequences that, as Paul Ricoeur puts it, can convert 'the existential burden of discordance' (Ricoeur 1984: 31; compare Armstrong 2013: 91-130) Horak's testimony approximates to the genres of the fragment and the episode. That her narrative is fragmented and episodic, however, does not make it less convincing as testimony; on the contrary, as in the example considered above, its incompleteness enhances the author's ethical responsibility and authority. Without a sense of meaningful temporal continuity, events dissolve into unconnected fragments and meaningless episodes; moreover, even if considered as fragments and episodes, these elements of events (or non-events) do not make sense.
Yet it does not follow that the fragments and episodes Horak relates are unimportant.
Rather, their significance is linked to her inability to ascribe meaning to them; more precisely, she fails to understand the motives and the ethical foundation for the actions of the human agents engaged in the fragmented, or fragment-like, events. This is the case even when the outcome of an event can literally decide between life and death:
There were many SS men waiting on the arrival ramp. They were dressed in immaculate black uniforms and polished boots. One of the SS men sat behind a table.
He was in charge of the process of selecting people: sorting out people who were taken to the gas chambers shortly after arriving. He was a young, handsome man. I remember he wore leather gloves. He was Dr Josef Mengele, the 'Angel of Death'. … As the line I was in approached the table where Mengele sat, we were ordered to strip completely naked. That was great shock. It was degrading and humiliating. I was young and would not have undressed in front of anyone. But that was what we had to do. Now we had to form a single line and walk towards Mengele, who looked at us, deciding who was young and fit enough to be sent to the right. Anyone who was not considered good enough by Mengele was sent to the left. Those sent to the left could also be young and healthy, but maybe they had a scar or some insignificant mark. They were not 'perfect'. So we never knew what to expect. I approached the table. Mengele looked me up and down like a butcher inspecting meat, and waved me to the right. My mother was a healthy, well-developed woman. She was shown to the right as well. I was 16 ½, and my mother 39. We had passed the first Selektion at Auschwitz. (Time's Witnesses 2017: 122-23)
The ethical dimension of Horak's meeting with Dr Mengele is accentuated by the way in which she reports it: the rendering of facts as she now (in the narrative situation with me in Sydney in 2013) remembers them, the linking of the facts to the shock of having to undress, the comparison of Mengele's look to that of a butcher inspecting meat, the inclusion of the word Selektion. Cumulatively, these constituent elements of her narration strengthen her ethics by contrasting it with Mengele'sand by implication with that of Nazism. In addition to Selektion, the key word in this passage is 'mother': Not only do the two women share the experience of meeting Mengele; there is also a strong implication that they share the same values, and that the ethics of Olga's mother has contributed decisively to the formation of her own.
The importance of this point is further strengthened by Horak's narration of an episode just after the liberation of Bergen-Belsen in April 1945. Olga and her mother are waiting to be registered by British soldiers:
My mother came in front on the table. She gave her information. She received her card. She collapsed. I lost her; she did not make it.
My mother is registered as a survivor. She is not counted as a victim. I was behind her, and of course I was devastated. My mother had survived Auschwitz, Kurzbach, the death march to Dresden, and four months in Bergen-Belsenonly to die just after being registered as a survivor. My mother was 40 years old, and I was 18. Now I was completely alone. (Time's Witnesses 2017: 128)
The narration of this episode from Bergen-Belsen is similar to that of the two women's meeting with Dr Mengle. Yet although here too the emphasis is on the actual occurrence, on what happened as remembered by the witness, here as in the episode from Auschwitz some words become semantically loaded in a way that enhances their ethical dimension. If
Selektion is one such word in the earlier passage, in this one the words 'completely alone' indicate that without her mother Olga Horak would not have survived the Holocaust.
Although different readers read and interpret narratives in different ways, I think most would agree that this suggestion at the end of the paragraph is possessed of a distinctly ethical element. This element is constituted and shaped through narrative form. For me as a listener to Olga Horak's oral rendering of her story, the ethical aspect was strengthened by a long pause after the words 'completely alone'. The act of narrating how her mother died brought back painful memories and made it difficult for her to continue her story. That, after a pause, she eventually did, testifies to a remarkable strength of will. It also reveals a deep ethical commitment.
The reader might counter that this kind of extra-textual information, available just to me as listener and editor but not to other readers of Olga Horak's testimony, is irrelevant and potentially even misleading. It might, though, helpfully remind us of one of the strengths of oral narrationa strength of which a written narrative is not possessed. It also reminds us of the importance of thinking literature across continents: as a European I all too easily forget how important oral narrative traditions still are in other parts of the world. For me, there was also the editorial, and ethical, challenge of respecting Ola Horak's pausea narrative ellipsis impossible to present as written languageand of not asking a question that might make her story less authentic by leading it in a direction she did not choose herself. Her pause, her temporary inability to narrate, suggests a variant of hunger operative at different yet convergent levels. At the narrated level, there is the physical hunger constantly felt in the camp; and there is the hunger for peace, for the war to be over. At the level of narration, Olga Horak's pause expresses, both as part of her narration and as a consequence of it, a hunger for reunion with her mother, though she knows this cannot happen. This kind of hunger is linked to her responsibility as an author. This is a responsibility towards the other, including the reader of her story. Thus, it is also a responsibility towards the future (Ghosh and Miller 2016: 208; compare Derrida 1992) . Even though Olga Horak's story is not a literary narrative, there is a sense in which its ethics, like 'the ethics of sahitya (literature)', 'is inscribed in a variety of hunger' (Ghosh and Miller 2016: 207) . Although I find it difficult to understand the variants of hunger I have identified here, variants that blend into each other in the act of reading, I have an ethical obligation to try to do so. never spoke about his war experiences, was, literally as well as metaphorically, a child of the Second World War. Perhaps his father's silence, a silence that was part of a more general refusal to talk about the past in the Bavarian village where the family lived, may have been one of the factors that, many years later, motivated Sebald to write Austerlitz. If, as Walter Benjamin observes of the narrator in his classic essay 'The Storyteller' (Benjamin 1999: 84-85) , the traditional, oral storyteller's motivation to narrate is prompted by his or her dramatic experiences away from homeand this would surely apply to Olga Horak's storyin the case of Sebald, the author's need to narrate seems motivated by the opposed quality of absence. This kind of absence or blank forms an extended Leerstelle (a point of 'suspended connectability'), to appropriate Wolfgang Iser's concept (Iser 1980: 198) . It is this blank that, because it both suspends connectability and draws attention to the underlying narrative of the war (and the Holocaust as an event made possible by the war), needs to be filled in, or rather, since that is not possible, at the very least addressed and explored through narrative. In the novel Austerlitz this narrative is written by the author; it is told by the narrator and/or one or more characters, and it is retold, or perhaps rather re-created or co-created, by a listener (who later becomes the main narrator) and the reader. As I will show, the ultimate effect is to implement, sustain, and gradually enhance the ethical responsibility of author and reader alike. As a complex novel, Austerlitz is of course very different from Olga Horak's testimony.
W. G. Sebald's Austerlitznarrative fiction as reflection on the Holocaust
Yet the ethics of the two narratives is remarkably similar; moreover, in both narratives, the anchoring point for the narrative's ethics is the protagonist's mother.
Austerlitz begins thus: 'In the second half of the 1960s I travelled repeatedly from England to Belgium, partly for study purposes, partly for other reasons which were never entirely clear to me, staying sometimes for just one of two days, sometimes for several weeks' (Sebald 2002: 1) . On a first reading, we may tend to think that the first-person narrator, the 'I' who travels 'repeatedly from England to Belgium', is identical with the novel's protagonist.
Yet although, as it turns out, there is a peculiar affinity between the first-person narrator and the novel's main character, whose name is identical with the novel's title, this beginning is actually a frame narrative whose main function is to establish a narrative situation in which the two can meet, in which Austerlitz can talk, and in which the first-person narrator can listen. When we start reading this novel we cannot know that while both the first-person narrator and Austerlitz are fictional narrators and characters, the 'I' who travels from England to Belgium is German and Austerlitz is Jewish. With a view to Sebald's fictional exploration of ethical responsibility, this constellation of narrators and characters proves highly significant and thematically productive. Throughout this engrossing, melancholic text, both Austerlitz and the anonymous 'I' keep searching for elements of meaning in what appears, and in one sense remains, an extended Leerstelle. The impossibility of presenting the Leerstelle directly by using written language establishes a point of contact with the pauses in Olga Horak's oral narration of her story; significant as they are, the Leerstellen are absent from the written text. They become variants of paralipsis by drawing the reader's attention to something that is not there. For Horak, this kind of vacuity is part of her experience, and therefore real; for the fictional character Austerlitz and for the German first-person narrator, the extended Leerstelle is closely associated with Austerlitz's persistent search for his parents even though, or perhaps rather because, he knows that in all probability both of them were murdered in the concentration camp whose first three and last three letters are part of his name (and of novel's title), Auschwitz. Austerlitz's knowledge that his search is doomed to failure seems paradoxically to strengthen his need to embark on it. While the reasons, or causes, may seem unclear, this need forcibly demonstrates a kind of hunger for the otherwhich in Austerlitz's case essentially means his mother and father, and thus by implication his lost childhood together with his parents. In particular, the hunger for his absent mother is so strong that it forces him to search for her, travelling by train and gradually moving further and further east. In spite of the significant generic differences between the testimony and the novel, for Austerlitz as for Olga Horak, hunger includes a strong feeling of responsibility towards the other. A major gain of Sebald's narrative method in Austerlitz is the way in which Austerlitz's ethical responsibility is transferred to the first-person narrator, and then from him to the reader.
The first-person narrator first meets with Austerlitz in the railway station in Antwerp:
One of the people waiting in the Salle des pas perdus was Austerlitz, a man who then, in 1967, appeared almost youthful, with fair, curiously wavy hair of a kind I had seen elsewhere only on the German hero Siegfried in Fritz Lang's Nibelungen film. That day in Antwerp, as on all our later meetings, Austerlitz wore heavy walking boots and workman's trousers made of faded blue calico, together with a tailor-made but long outdated suit jacket. (Sebald 2002: 6-7) This is the first mention of Austerlitz's name, or more accurately, the first repetition of the name we have read on the book's cover. The narrator presents Austerlitz as a traveller, and yet as someone who stands apart from the other travellers. As Austerlitz starts telling his story, we realize that the 'I' who travels 'repeatedly from England to Belgium' is actually a frame narrator who serves the dual function of narrator and narratee: after having introduced the reader to Austerlitz, he listens to Austerlitz's story and then, adding comments and reflections of his own, passes it on to the reader. Considering this narrative form as decisive for the novel's ethics, I stress the ethical significance of the narrative situation in which a Holocaust survivor tells his story to a middle-aged German man. In Story and Situation, Ross Chambers draws attention to the manner in which, at a deep and frequently unthematized level, the narrator's motivation to narrate is complemented by the narratee's readiness to listen, and that, for both parties, both possibilities of gain and risks of loss are involved (Chambers 1984: 51 ). Chambers's important point is particularly illuminating with a view to Austerlitz. By telling fragments of his story, Austerlitz risks confirming his sense of loss and estrangement, yet his narration may enable him to negotiate that loss. By listening the narratee risks losing, or being drawn out of, a comfortable position of ignorance, yet the fact that he not only listens to but also retells what Austerlitz has told him suggests a learning process during which he gains essential knowledge. This learning process, the first-person narrator's growth or Bildung, is possessed of elements of hunger that strengthen his ethical responsibility towards Austerlitz on the one hand and towards the reader on the other. This kind of responsibility is also an ethical obligation. That this obligation may be particularly strong for a German listener or reader does not make it unimportant for other readers across continents, especially perhaps for those born after the Second World War. If reading Olga Horak's story is a way of not forgetting the Holocaust, so is the experience of perusing Sebald's novel.
I have suggested that the ethical centre of Olga Horak's story revolves around, and is personified by, her mother. Sebald, born in Germany in 1944, uses the resource of literature to present an ethics whose most precious values are closely linked to, and represented by, Austerlitz's mother. Details of Austerlitz's origin were suppressed for a long time; it has taken him a lot of energy to find out that although he grew up in the Welsh village of Bala, he is actually a Czech Jew who was sent to Britain when he was only five, as part of a Kindertransport in 1939. His father, Maximilian Aychenwald, fled to France, while his mother, Agáta, remained in the Czech Republic together with Věra, a non-Jewish friend of the family.
As Austerlitz's identity search blends into a prolonged search for this childhood and his parents, he goes back to Prague, where he manages to re-establish contact with Věra. She tells him that, after tirelessly contacting everybody who could possibly help, Agáta managed to get her five-year-old son onto a Kindertransport from Prague to Britain. Věra also tells Austerlitz 'that she had learned how Agáta was sent east in September 1944 with one and half thousand others who had been interned in Terezín' (Sebald 2002: 287) . Zdenka Fantlová, who tells her story in Time's Witnesses and was interned in Terezín, notes that for the camp's inmates, 'to go East' (Time's Witnesses 2017: 143) alluded to an ominous place they knew little about: Auschwitz. Although he imagines that he can see his mother's face in a propaganda film the Nazis made in Terezín, Austerlitz finds no trace of her in the camp.
However, in Prague he comes upon 'the photograph of an anonymous actress who seemed to resemble my dim memory of my mother', and whom Věra recognizes as 'Agáta as she had then been' (Sebald 2002: 353, 354) . Immediately after having relayed these words (which he has been told by Austerlitz who has been told by Věra), the 'I' who combines the functions of narrator and listener makes a comment that, in my reading of the novel, constitutes its ethical core:
-During this part of his tale, Austerlitz and I had walked from the cemetery behind St Clement's Hospital all the way back to Liverpool Street. When we took leave of each other outside the railway station, Austerlitz gave me an envelope which he had with him and which contained the photograph from the theatrical archives in Prague, as a memento, he said, for he told me that he was now about to go to Paris to search for traces of his father's last movements … (Sebald 2002: 354) It is significant that this narrative situation, in common with that in Antwerp when they first meet, is also linked to a railway station. Railway stations and train journeys are semantically loaded for both Sebald and Horak, as in Austerlitz they are for Austerlitz and the anonymous German first-person narrator: They are inextricably linked to the transports of Jews from nearly all of Europe to the concentration and extermination camps. Horak tells about her journey to Auschwitz in a cattle carriage; in the novel, Agáta is 'sent east' in a similar way, probably under equally appalling conditions. For Austerlitz, though, The German words Zug and Bahn/Eisenbahn (meaning 'train' and 'way/railway') are semantically loaded in an ambiguous way that is not unproblematic: Before his mother was 'sent east', she managed to secure a place for her son on a train moving in the opposite direction, thus saving his life.
There is a strong sense in which Austerlitz's futile search for this mother forms the basis for the narrative situations with him and his German listener. While Austerlitz is both the novel's protagonist and a main narrator, the anonymous German man is not just a listener and narrator but also an important characterthe second main character in Austerlitz.
Austerlitz's fragmented narrative makes a profound impression on him, and his response is ethical to the extent of not just listening patiently to the story in a number of narrative situations but even retelling it and framing it in a way that underlines its significance, its ethical urgency.
It is as though Austerlitz's insatiable hunger for his parents blends into, and colours, the German character's need to listen to, and then narrate, Austerlitz's story. It is the reader's privilege, and obligation, to share the anonymous German character's ethical response. For Austerlitzas for Sebald as implied author, for the German first-person narrator, and for the reader -Agáta personifies human values at the opposite extreme of those represented by Nazism. While her ethics manifests itself as care for those around her, and her son in particular, that of Nazism necessitates use of the word evil -the Nazis' evil actions systematically executed on a colossal scale (Vetlesen 2005) . Why does Austerlitz give the photograph of his mother to a German? For me, this question constitutes the ethical core of Sebald's novel. That it cannot be easily answered enhances, rather than reduces, its significance. From the perspective of narrative hermeneutics that I adopt in this essay, there is not just one deep meaning to be unveiled in Austerlitz. Yet it does not follow that the novel, for all the melancholic resignation that pervades it, may not be possessed of elements of meaning -and Austerlitz's gift to his German friend, a friendship formed against all odds, is a meaningful, responsible, act that signals a qualified hope for the future. In my reading of Austerlitz, Sebald, via his German first-person narrator, shares, albeit perhaps hesitantly, this hope. Imbued with an element of hunger, it is deeply ethicalas is the hope of Olga Horak. Different as they are, Horak's testimony and Sebald's novel are powerful narratives that, revolving around a historical event that I have an ethical obligation not to forget, shape my view of who I am and my responsibility as a citizen of Europe.
